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'Assessments of organizational effectiveness in a 
sample . of four-year institutions in 1976, 1980, and 1983 were used 
investigate the potential causal directionality of unionism and 
organizational effectiveness. Nine dimensions of effectiveness were 
analyzed: student educational satisfaction, student academic 
development , student career development, student personal 
development , faculty and administrator employment satisfaction, 
professional development and quality of the faculty, system openness 
and .community interaction, ability to acquire resources, and 
organizational health. In 1976, 41 institutions participated; in 
1980, 20 of the same institutions participated; and in 1983, 26 of 
the institutions participated. Eighteen of the schools were common to 
all three studies. The number of respondents was 1 , 317 in 1976 , 1,240 
in 1980, and 246 in 1983. Respondents consisted of academic, 
financial, student affairs, and general administrators , faculty 
department heads, and trustees. The results of the analyses suggest 
that ineffectiveness leads to unionism, but tha£ once unionized, 
organizational effectiveness does not seem to improve. (SW) 
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INVESTIGATING THE CAUSAL ASSOCIATION BETWEEN UNIONISM 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL E^ECTIVENESS ! 



. ABSTRACT 

Earl ter. research found that a negative relationship exists betweei faculty 
unionism and organizational effectiveness .in colleges and universities. 
No-research, however^has ever investigated potential : causality. in this 
relationship, that is, whether ineffectiveness leads to unionism or whether 
unionism leads to ineffectiveness. This study relies on assessments, of - 
organizational effectiveness in a sample of four-year institutions in 1976,, 
1980, and 1583 to investigate the potential causal directionality of these 
two factors/ The. results of ; the analyses suggest that irieffectiveoWs 
leads to unionism* but that once unionized, organizational effectiveness 
does not seem to improve. >. 
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* I NYE ST 1 6AT f NG THE CAUSAL ASSOCIATION BETWEEN UN I ON I SM . 

AND ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS M 

Little is known about the impact of col lective bargaining In 

■ '■ - •• • . ' -• . . ■■ 

higher education, and speculation and opinion stl 1 1 dominate' the 

literature (see Baldrldge, et al ., 1981; Gjfmore, 1981; Wilson, 1983). 

A number of Investigators have studied the causes, of unionism (see Carr 

4 Van Eyck, 1973; Duryea, Fisk, 4 Associates, 1973; Garbarino, 1975; 

' • ■'■3 

Kemerer & Baldridge, 1975) but investigations of the effects of 
unionism have been few. Furthermore, these outcome studies are often 
limited to individual-level factors and traditional trade union 
variables such as participation, grievances, compensation, and working 
conditions (see Baldrldge, Curtis, Ecker, 4 Riley, 1978; Bennett & 
- Johnson, 1979; Birnbaum, 1974, 1976; Brown & -Stone, 1977; Kedgepeth, 4 
,1974; Kemerer 4 Baldridge, 1975; Keaveny *& Al len, 1979; La<jd & Lipset, 
1978; Morgan 4 Kearney, 1977; Mortimer, 1975). Contradictory findings 
have been found regarding the impact of unions on these factors, 
I ittle . longitudinal research had been done to help clarify th< 
relationships. For example, Guthr ie-Morse, Leslie, & Hu (1981) found 
that under some cpnd it ions nonunion faculties have received higher 
- compensation than urrion faculties, but under other conditions the 

reverse,, is true. Birnbaum (1980) summarized I iterature jarquinq that 
v decreased participation and commun icat ion occiir <*flHPHzed mmposes. 




whereas ^Baldrldge and Kemerer MQ81) summer iaf3^^PfatgpB arguing just 
thireverse. Shanker (1978), Cameron (1982), Lombard! (1979), and 
^ others ; |Ound that the relative power of the faculty increases relative 
to administrators under unionized conditions. Richardson and Mortimer 
(1979) f JBaldridge, et al. (1981 ), Baldridge and Tierney (1979), and 
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others reported the opposite; that is, that administrator power 
Increased relati^ to 'the faculty. / 
In addition to this ambiguity regarding Individual-level factors, 
confusion and lack of clarity'also are present regarding the- * 
relationship between unionism and organ iza* ion- le^i factors. These 
variable? have been Included in research much less frequently than 
individualHevel variables, although some studies have recently begun 
to appear. Kerr (1980) pointed out that "collective bargain^g, in 
nearly aM situations, has its origins more in antagonism than in - 
affection, In hate than in love (p. V)." Consequently, the formation 
of unions is expected to affect the climate of colleges and 
universities and the processes of governance.- For example, Wilson, et 
al. (1983) found "significant changes" in governance, academic freedom, 
administrator and .faculty attitudes/ and performance when comparing 
pre- and post-union conditions. Moore (1981 ) reported major 
alterations in trust, ' standard (zation, centralization, and leadership 
sty^p. associated with unionism. Richardson and Mortimer (197^f|lound 
increased rigidity and decreased ^innovation in unionized schools 

r 

(although they speculated that these tond it ions would decrease over 
time), and Baldridge, et al. (1978) reported- more f ^mol ization. 
standardization, and centrai ization of procedures unionism was 

present. Gilmore (1981) reported changes from collegia! to adversarial 
relationships among faculty and administrators and greater 
specialization of functions. 

On the other hand, Birnbaum and'lnman (1983) repoN^d that no 
significant change occurred on the Institutional Functioning Inventory 
dimensions (including academic freedom, go nance, administrator and 

2 



faculty attitudes, leader style, morale, innovation, adaptability, 
etc.) between 1970 and 1980 for unionized versus nonun ionized schools. 
They concluded: ^ 

/ J Overall, therefore, recent research £s building up 
a cumulative, consistent and impressive picture of 
faculty collective bargaining as a process having 
surprisingly I Ittle Impact upon' many Important 
.aspects of institutional life. Neither those who 
have feared bargaining as a threat to ^traditional 
processes and: values, nor those who have welcomed 
' ■'. It as a universal corrective for cont I nuing 

problems can find support for their, positions in 

■- thejse studies (pp. 9-lQ). 

Baldrldge, et al 1981 ) reached a similar conclusion after a 

nation-wide survey of faculty and administrators regarding unionism: 

Administrators say: unions have hurt a little, while 
union officials say unions have helped a 

/' / little— but overall, the Impression is that not 

much h3s changed. Faculty col lective bargai ni ng 
has not brought about the revolutionary changes Its 
detractors and Its supporters had predicted (pp. 6, 

, 46). ■ • **m^tk* M 

Whether these differences in findings ire du6 to variance in the 
definitions ancfc measurefnent of unionism, to the different types of 
institutions used in each studv, or to othar fact > s emb^Ped ^jfthe 
research designs is not clear. What Is clear, however, is that the v 
topic of faculty unionism and its relationship to the functioning of 
institutions of higher education is a controversial and often emotional 
topic. Proponents and antagonists of unionism have argued their cases 
with vehemence. 

■a* 

Unionism and Effe ct I verier 

Several years ago research was conducted that contributed to the „ 
controversy surrounding the contributions and dfstractions of unionism 
in higher education (Cameron, 1982). That study investigated the 
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relationship between faculty unionism and origan izat I onal' ef fectlveness 
In col leges and universities and was based on cross-sectional data that 
precluded any causal cone i us Tons m from being drawn. In that 

o .. * * 

investigation, unionized JttstJtu+Ions scored lower than nonunlonized 
institutions on eight of nine dimensions^*/ organizational 
ef fectlveness* It was not clear , tiowever*, ^whether ineffective 
organisational performance preceded unionized faculties, whether 
unionization led to ineffective performance, or whether some kind of 
mutual causation was present between unionism and the di>mensions of 

4 

organizational effectiveness. Some agitation res u I ted, from the 
discovery of this negative relationship as propone^gs and antagonists 
of unionism attributed Qftpofti^ s&usa I direction to the results. . - 
Opponents of unionism a^J^Hvat the effectiveness of institutions is 
damaged by union! natation of the faculty. After unions form, 
institutional effectiveness decreases, they argued. Proponents of 
unionism, on the other hand, suggested that ineffective Institutional 
performance was a primary motivation for faculties to unionize. 
Ineffectiveness caused unionism* therefore, and unions help restore 
higher levels of effectiveness after forming.'. * 

Unfortunately, no information has been^avai table to support. el ther 

/* 

point of view. Up to now, no study has been conducted to investigate 

„* 

associations between unionism and effectiveness using longitudinal ■ 

data. In fact, Naples, Karuthers, and Nap J es (1978) summarized the 

current state of understanding regarding the effects of unionism on 

institutional performance this way: 

The jury is still out on the issue of the impacts 
of collective bargaining... Research is virtually 
non-existent and experiences are Inconclusive. 
While it is difficult to concJucfe that facuLty 



collective bargaining has damaged academic 
performance and vitality, the tact remains that a* 
. - strong potent I a I exl sts< for th i s to occur ( do*. 
95-96). y ' , ' 



The iwjor purpose, of . 1*1 s paper Is to Invest! gate the causal r 
relationships between the organ izat I ona I effectiveness of coJ leges and" 

universities and "faculty unionism. Because the earlier study found 

■ * * 

that effectiveness scores are lower in unionized institutions than 
. nbnunionlzed institutions (Cameron, 1982), the Intent of this current 
study is to address the question: Dor* i nft f f ari-ivan^ Io^h +x 

Unionization^ or rioe* nn Ionization I tt ari +o 1 n*f f er±1 vpnftQc ? 

Methodology ^ 

fdentifying causality in the relationships between variables Is 
most straightforward i n experimental designs. The, appl I oat I on of 
treatment effects as well -as other potential intervening- variables can 
be controlled sufficiently that causal relationships between variables 
become clear (see CampbelJ s & Stan ley,; 1963) . The problem with studying 
the relationship between unionism and effectiveness, however,, .is thaV 
neither the treatment effect nor potent ial extraneous causal factors 
can be controlled. That is, one cannot control when a faculty union 
will form, por can one arbitrarily manipulate the performance of a 
college or university. In the earlier investigation, mean scores on- N 
effectiveness dimensions were compared between unionized- and 
nonun i on I zed' institutions, and correlations between unionism" and 
effectiveness were computed, but. no causal conclusions 'could be drawn 
from either procedure. * * 



Cross-lagged Correlation Analycic ~" \. 

In the absence of.' careful controls, therefore, as well as the 
absence of an expected theoretical relationship between unionism and 
effectiveness upon which path analysis (regression analysis) depends, 
the cross-lagged correlational technique Is the most appropriate 
procedur'e*to try to draw out -patterns of causality (Campbell, 1962)'. 
Cross-lagged correlation Is primarily an exploratory procedure designed 
to uncover "the preponderance of -causatloiW (Crano, Kenny, & Campbell, 
.1972) by eliminating alternative explanations due to spurlousness 
(Kenny, 1975)'. Spurlousness refers to the condition where the 
relationship between two variables is not due to the effects of either, 

but to a third extraneous variable. The purpose of this analysis, 

» f » - 

therefore, is to identify which of two variables seems to be more 

powerful In affecting the other, whi le el Imlnatl ng alternative cadsal 
explanatfgns. 

Kenny and Haracklewicz (1979) pointed out that cr Qss-lagg^U> 
analysls'ls largely an "exploratory approach for generating interesting 
causal hypotheses. It Is to be viewed more as an indicator of temporal 
precedence than as positive proof of causation. Because there Is no aV 
priori reason to expect unionism to lead to Ineffectiveness or for 

. ineffectiveness to Tea d to unionism, however. Investigating this 
temporal precedence is a necessary' fJ^ft istep In understanding the 

. potential causal, relationship between these two factors. 

^ Cross- lagged correlational analysis requires at least two 
varlabJes, each measured at two or more polnits i@ tl1^e. If one 
variable (e.jg., unionism), measured at time 1, is consistently f pi lowed 
by a fcKange in the otfter variable (e.g., effectiveness), measured at * 
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time 2, and If the converse relationship js not true, then one can, 

assume a causal association and direction. Correlations are computed 

f ■ 

between variable A at time 1 wrth variable B at time 2, and also ' ( 
between variable B at time 1 with variable A at time 2. It Is rare 
that either of those two correlations is zero, because not only Is It 
likely that some random correlation exists, but reciprocal causality Js 
a common phenomenon among factors. However, If one correlation 
coefficient ^s significantly larger than another, a preponderance of* 
causality can be assumed. 

Four different conditions must be met in cross- lagged analysis In 
order to eliminate trie possibility of spurious correlations or 
unlnterpretable results (CLegg, Jackson, & Wall, 1977; Kenny, 1975; 
Crano, Kenny, & Campbell, 1972; Kenny & Haracklewicz, 1979). The first 
condition requires that the variables being assessed a*re ral Labia, or 
that all measures of the sifoe. factor at one point In time are hlghiy 
correlated. Second, synchronic I+y mus t be present in the two variables 
being assessed. Thjs means that the two variables must be measured at 
the same point In time. Syncfiron Iclty can be Inspected by observing 
the correlations between variable A at time 1 and variable B at time 1, 
and the correlation between variable A at time 2 and variable B at time 
2. Both correlations are expected to be moderate to high (i.e., 
approximately .3 op> above). The third condition requires moderate 
Stab] I Ity or autocorrelation coefficients in at least one of the two 
variables. That is, when measuring variables at two points In time, 
some change must occur in one of the variables between the two 
assessment points In order for a causal association to be determined. 
A variable that does not change cannot be influenced by a second 



variable that does not change CC I egg, Jackson, 4 Wall, 1977). The 
fourth condition, stfltf QftarKy, means that the same causal relationship 
^PC^nlyat the two {x>Ints o/ loeasurement. The same causes of a 
variable e^st at time 2 as existed at tLme 1. This required condition 
Implies that cross- 1 aggeid analysis Is most appropriate when a causal 
relationship has stabilized, and, It Is less appropriate under turbulent 
or rapid change ^conditions wherr causal Ity^Is not In equilibrium 
(Randolph, 1981 )<. Statlonarity can be tested. by Inspecting the " ' 
patterns of cross-lag differentials and the synchronous correlations 
(rA l A 2 and , rB 1 B 2 ) « Perfect' statlonarity exists when the synchronous 
coefficients do not change over time; or they change by some constant, 
and when the pattern of cross- lag differentials do not change qver - 
time. 



. The extent vto which these four conditions — reliability,, 

synchronic ity, stabi I ity, and ^stationarity-'-are present In this - 

* * j 

investigation are explained in a later section. . f 

- - 

Instrument 

Organizational effectiveness was assessed in this investigation/ by 
an instrument first reported in Cameron (1978) and analyzed further* in 
Cameron (19§1, 1982, 1983a, 1983b). .The instrument rel les on judgments 
by internal dominant cQa I it ion members of the degree to which the 
organization possesses certain character i sties indicative of effective* 
organizations. Nine valid and reliable dimensions of effectiveness are~ 
assessed by the instrument. < 

Internal consistency reliabi 1 1 ties are high for the nine / n 
dFmensions, and a Variance cbmponent analysis (Kavanagh, MacKinney, & 
Wolins, 1971) of a muli^l trait-multimefhod matrix shows that the • 



convergent and discriminant validities of these dimensions are good.* 
Correlations With objective Indicators of effectiveness also provide 
evidence for the external val I dity of* the dim^fjBi^ns. That is, the , 

dimensions have been found to Indicate qter*acter I sties of institutional 

« »*',■* 

performance, and they are not s imp I y- products of respondents 1 a priori < 
attitudes. Statistical analyses also reveal that when rating the 
effectiveness of their institutions on the nine dimensions, 1 - faculty, 
administrator, and trustee judgments are essential ly the same. 

The nine di mens Tons of effectiveness and their definitions are: 

Student educational sati *f ar-Hpn~Th ft degree to Which students 

y - .'■•■« ' ' , 

%are satisf ied with their educational exper iences at the " 

p- . - ■ 

institution. 

2. Student academic developlrnent-~Thft degree of academic 

attafnment, growth, and progress of students and the academic 
opportunities provided by the institution. \ 
Student ca>eer deve I opmepf — The degree of occupational 
development of students and the emphasis and opportunities for 
career development provided by the institution. * 

4 - Student personal development— -Tha degree of nongcadem Ic, ' 
Jioncareer development ie/g., culturally, socially) and the 
. emphasis an* opportunities for personal development provided " 
' by the Institution. t 

5. Faculty and administrator 1 ftmploymfeht sat! fifjftrH/w --Th« ) 
satisfaction of faculty members and admirri strators with the i r 

, employment. ' 

■ * * ■ • ? • j" 

6. Professional development a nd quality of the taciLLtyr-The 

. degree of professional attainment and development of the 



N faculty and the emphasis and opportunities for professional 

* 

% development provided by the institution. 

♦ * # 

7- System openness nnd community Lnlflcactlftn- - ThQ «nph»cfe placed 

on. and success in Interacting with, adaptating to, -and service 
in the external' environment. 

8 - Ability to acqulrft resources—The ability of the institution 
- to acquire resources such as good students and faculty, 

financial support, and so on. 
9 V Organizational hfifllth— The vitality and benevolence of the 
Internal processes in tire institution such as openness and 
trust, problem solving adequacy, shared information, etc. 

Sample , ■ 

The ef fectiveness quesH-jonnai re was administered to respondents in 
a sample, of col leges and "\jn iversi ties in 1976, 1980, and 1983. In 
1976, 41 institutions participated; in 1980 , 29 of those same 
institutions participated; and in 1983, 26 of the institutions 
participated. Eighteen of the schools were common to all three 
studies. The number of respondents was 1317 in 1976, 1240 in 1980, and 
246 in 1983. Respondents in each study consisted of academic, 
financial, student affairs, and general administrators, faculty 
department heads, and members of boards of trustees. There is no way 
to tell if the -same people completed the questionnaire in each of the 
three years, but the same job titles (e.g., president) Were sent a 
questionnaire each time. Therefore, there Is no reason to expect major 
respondent, bias in the three separate quest ionna ice administrations. 
Institutional characteristics are listed' in Table 1 for the sample in 
each of the three years. 



TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE \ 

t 

Procedures 

Questionnaires were administered three times Instead of the two 
times required by cross-lagged analysis because there is no. a priori 
time period that is appropriate for testing a potential causal 
association* between unionism and effectiveness. -Effects may occur in 
the short run, or a Monger time may be required for them'^ appear. 
The design of this study makes it possible to investigate causal 
associations with time lags as close as three years or as long as seven 
years. It is unlikely that significant changes would occur in the nine 
dimensions of effectiveness measured in this study in a year or two, 
and cross-; lagged analysis Is inappropriate in conditions of marked 
change or turbulence. Therefore, at least a three year time span was 
deemed appropriate between questionnaire administrations in order for 
effects to stabilize. The relativte stability of any proposed causal 
relationships can be determined by using the longer time frame in 
connection with the shorter time frame (see Tsui & Karwan, 1983). 

Mean scores were computed for each of the Institutions on each of 
the nine dimensions of effectiveness (OE), and an overall mean score 
(i.e., an average of the nine scores) was also determined. These 
scores were correlated with two measures of unionism—the presence or 
absence of a union (U p ) and the number of years the union had been in 
existence at/the schqol (U y ); ^Consistent with therequi rements of 
cross-lagged analysis, pair-wise'correlations for each of the three 
years' were analyzed, as shown *In Figure 1. 



TABLE 1 . CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INSTITUTIONS 
.IN THE 1976,' 1980,. AND 1983 SAMPLES? 



YEAR 



NUMBER OF 
SCHOOLS 



NUMBER PUBLIC 
AND (PRIVATE) 



NUMBER 
UNI0NI2ED 



sAVERAGE 7:\< 
ENROLLMENT # 

: 3 



1976 
1980 
1983 



41 

29 
26 



17 (24) 
11 (18) 
13 (13) 



■fj!, 
.•v 



r is 

12 > 

13 < .:. 




4232 



■ -0 



V 7 
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Result* 

■ A comparison of effectiveness scores on the nin6 dimensions for 
unionized versus nonunionized Institutions reveals that in each of the 



three^years, unionized institutions generally score lower than 



^^vjy n,zed lnstItutl o n s. For example, a'comparison. of the* overal I 
^wJ*b effectiveness score for the unionized schools with the oyeral I 
aver^ae: effect I veness score for the nonurvlonized schools revdals that 
f< in 1976- nonunion! zed institutions scored significantly higher than 



/^unionized schools at the *p<.01 level,; In 1980 at the p<.001 level, and 
*\ In 1983 at the p<.01 level. , . 

Figure 2 plots the mean scores of the two groups for 1$76, 1980, 



;fr;6nd 1983 and shows that unionized schools have loWer scores on eight of 
■^V.pJ-jje dimensions in 1976, seven of nine dimensions In 1980, and seven of 
Iri0^|imensions Jn 1983.- Unionized' schools scored higher on one 
rslon In ,1980 and one dimension in 1983; and there was one 
W dimension in each year where scores were tied. 
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Tests for significant differences among means revealed that the 
three dimensions comprising the "academic domain" (see Cameron, 1981) 0 
were significantly higher for nonunionized schools in each of the three , 
years (i.e., nonunJonized institutions scored higher on Student 
Academic Development, Professional Development and Quality of the 

12 

* . 17 . • 
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Fabultyjyand Abl I Ity to Acquire Resources), In addition, significant 

differ#fices existed. for Hve other dimensions in I960, aod for two 

other dimensions in 1983. 1 

hese analyses confirm earlier f4ndings showing unionized schools 

to be less ef lecti ve overal I than nonun Ionized schools.. However, 

causal direction cannot be determined^just by comparing mean. scores. 

In /order to, determine which factor comes first, unionism or 

ineffectiveness, other analyses are required. 

For example, the two institutions in the rumple that formed unions 

etween the first dat? „l lection effort in 1976 and the second data 

1 

collection effort in 1980 were analysed .to see what changes occurred in 
their effectiveness scores. Both institutions experienced a 

A, 

substantial decrease in their overall mean effect! veness score between 
1976 and the later data collection periods. However, because 
generalizing from a sample of two is tenuous, and because other 
institutions — both* un ionized and nonunlonized— also experienced 
decreases, no conclusions can be drawn from those data, instead It is 
necessary to perform the cross-lagged correlation analysis for the two 
models shown in Figure 1. Table 2 presents the means and standard 
deviations for each variable along with the complete correlation 
matrix. 
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lin 1980, significant differences existed fot al I dimensions except 
System ppenness and Community interaction. In 1983, significant 
differences existed for Organizational Health in addition to the three 
academic domai n dimensions. 
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f . A. 

Contlitlm.' Hwnj, ond Standard Deviations for NIm Olwnslont of^ffectUeness (flE, J, Ovinll tango Effectlvinot (OE ). 
fmmt of i Union (ty, and Hirtjrof Tun of Unton Fre»nco (Up f Qr 1976, lSi'lid 1981 f ""w«M» 0 J, 

1 * 3 j 5 « ' I » 10 11- 12 13 14 15 16 : 17 18 1 19 20 21 22 21 24 25' 26 



1 OEj 76 4.6 ,76 
^0C 2 7fi i t .12 



76 4.4 .70 
76. 5.0 .54 



.50 
.70 

.39' 



6 Ofj 76 4.7 
6 OEj 76 3.6 
7,0E ; '76 4.3 
6 0E 8 76 3.7 1.01 

9 OE, 76 U .44 

10 OEj 80 4,8 .81 

11 OEj 80 4,1 .75 
K OEj 80, 4.6 .49 
13 0£ 4 80 5.1 .50 

.57 
.69 

•9 
.91 



14 OEj 80 4,7 

15 0E 6 80 3.7 

16 0E ; .80 4,4 

17 OEj 80 3.6 

18 OE, 80 4,5 

19 OE, 83 3.9 

20 & t 83 3.9 

21 0E 3 83 5.1 

22 0E 4 83 }.( 

23 OE, 8] 5.2 

24 OEj 83' 3.7 

25 OEj 83 3.3 

26 OE r 83. 3,0 

27 0E, 83 4.9 

28 OE, 76 4.3 
29'0E o 80 4.4 1 
30 0E. 83 4.1 



.50 
.74 
.66 
,49 
.53 
.73 
.42 
.65 
.49 

i 

.46 
.46 

.39 



31 0 p 76 

32 U y 76 1.3 2.0 

33 U p 80 

34 U y 80 J.t 3.7 

35 0 p 83 

36 U y 63 4.4 5.1 



.53 .14 ,41 ,61 .44 ,31 ,7] .62 ,fl : .« -.16 .(&. .69 .53* .33 ,67 .67 .49 ,4] ,29 . 46 . 55 ', 17 .19 .6*', 
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Kennyand Haracklewlcz (1979) Indicated that. I nterpretable results 

i r ' 
In cross- lagged analysis are most likely when the four conditions • 

* » 

discussed earlier are present (I.e., reliability, synchronlclty, 
stability, and stationar fty) along -with a large sample size. Large 
sample size is required because of the relatively small differences > 
likely In cross-lagged correlations. "It Is our expectation that even 
a strong causal effect may produce only a small cross-lag difference 
like .05 (Kenny & Haracklewlcz, 1979, p. 374). "A sample size of 2,006 
is necessary for the .05 cross- lag differential to be significant .at 
the .05 level using the Pearson, and Fi'jon test (Peters & Van Voorhis, 
1940); a sample size of 488 is requ.l red to detect a .10 difference; and 
a sample of 114 is necessary to detect a .20 difference. 
Unfortunately, this study has a v^ry small sample size for cross-lagged 
analysis (N=41 In 1976, N=29 in 198&, and N=26 in f983). Therefore, 
significant differences between correlation coefficients are not likely 
to emerge. A differential of at least .32 is necessary to be detected 
in a sample size of 41. Even if significant differences do not exist, 
however, hints about causal direction can sti I I be obtained. 

Before testing the cross-lag differentials, it was important to 
determine if the ^necessary four conditions w^e met for a cross- lagged 
analysis. Etel iflhJ I Ity of the nine ef f ecti veness dimensions was 
confirmed for each of the three years. Internal consistency 
reliabilities ranged from .83 to .99 in 197^ .72 to .92 in 1980, and 
.70 to .90 In 1983. Synchronlclty was conflrinecJ by the fact that both 
unionism and effectiveness were measured simultaneously In each of the 
three. time periods, and the synchro/idus correlations are all 
sufficiently large to suggest that some a priori relationship exists 



between the two factors (see Kenny & Harackiewlcz, 1979). Stahl I i+y 
was>founa>to be high among the "variables. That is, the 
autocorrelations (e.g., r 0E 0E ,) are high, suggest i ng that. I Ittle 
change Recurred between 1976 and subsequent' years I n unionism or 
Effectiveness ;scores. On the other hand, inspection of the mean 
'effectiveness scores for each Institution in each year reveals a 
statistically significant change in 19 of the schotf Is {differential 
2.^2) between 1976 and 1983. Therefore, sufficient change in * 
effectiveness scores is assumed for a meaningful cross-lagged anajysis. 
Stat i onarity ^s tested by examining the cross- lag differentials to see 
if a change in pattern emerged* ( i .e. , a dramatic change in magnitude or 
in the signs of the cqef f icients ) suggesting a different causal 
relationship at different points in time. A consistent pattern was 
found.. A more rigorous test of stationarity was expert ormed by 
correcting the synchronous correlations for attenuation (see Kenny, 
1975), and then comparing their differentials. No significant 
differences were found for any of the corrected synchronous 
correlations, suggesting that stationarity was acceptable. 

With the four conditions met satisfactorily, It became possible to 
examine the cross- lagged correlations to determine the preponderance of 
causality. Only four sets of the cross-Aags are* d iscussed here— those 
dealing with overall niean effectiveness scores correl ated with the 
presence of a union (U p ) and with years of unionization (U y >. 
Cross-lagged correlations for each of the nine separate dimensions of 
effectiveness were computed and analyzed, (see Table 2), but since the 
results of those comparisons were largely consistent with the overall 
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mean score patterns, and because a discussion of each dimension would 
be excessively lengthy, they are not Included In tfcls paper. 

Figure 3 shows the correlations of Institutions 1 overall 
effectiveness sc ^ es w 'th the presence of< a union In those schools. 2 * 



FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE 



-The differential In cross- lags- betweTen 1976 and 1980 is .068 and 
between 1980 and 1983 it is .096. .Neither differential is 
statistically significant, but the preponderance of -direct Tonality is 
clearly low effectiveness leading to unionism for both time periods. 
Between 1980 and 1983 the differential TFgreater than in the earlier 
time period (1976-1980) suggesting that the causal direction is more 
pronounced. Figure 4 shows the correlations over the entire study* 
period, 1976 to 1983, an'd indicates that the differential is greater 
(i.e., .203) than in either shorter time span. 



FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE 



The emergence of a stronger causal association as the' time lag 
becomes longer in duration and more recent (i.e.,. 1980 to 1983) may 
suggest that the actual causal lag Is closer to s seven years than to 
three years (i.e., ineffectiveness must be present for a longer time in 
order for it to motivate unionization), or that ineffectiveness has 
Increased in importance over time as a motivating cause of ' 
unionization. The greatest growth in faculty unionism occurred in the 



2 Point biserial correlations were computed in this analysis since, the 
unionism variable (U p ) was coded 1,0. 
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mid-1970s, but there has been a marked slowing of union formation In 
recent years (Blrnbaum, 1980; Cameron, .1982). Other factors than 
Ineffectiveness (ef^, enabling legislation, econom I enactors, union 
organizing campaigns) most likely accounted for the occurrence of much 
. collective bargalnjhg In Its first ten years (1^69-19.79), but more ' 
recently. Ineffectiveness may have become a more Important factor. 

Some I fight is shed on th|s association by analyzing the 
cor re I at I ons between oyera 1 1 ef feet I veness (0E o ) and the years a un I on 
has been present on a campus (Uy). Union age for Institutions In this 
study ranged from zero to thirteen years. Figure 5 presents -rhe 
correlation results for the 1976-1980, 1980-1983, and Figure 6 presents 
the 1976-1983 time period. 
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FIGURE 6 ABC|IT HERE 



Again, differentials are not large enough to be stati sti'cal ly y 
significant, but the relative magnitudes of the coefficients are 
consistent with the previous Interpretation; that Is, the continued 
Ineffectiveness appears to be causal ly associated with ,the hong-term 
presence of a union.' What* Is of more Interest, however, Is a 
comparison of the differentials In 1976-1980 with those In 1980-1983. 
This- analysis suggests that effectiveness doesn't Improve 0br time In 
unionized schools. Instead, I nef feet I veness. continues to he associated 
with the presence of unionism oyer tha years even when no new unions 
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years of uT i T of rib ii r i n Tns tilutions , 1976-1980 and 1980-1983. 
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re 6 Cross-lagged correlation analysi#of effectiveness and years 
of "unionism in institutions ^.1976- 1983. 
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are formed (Ive., no new unions were formed In the sample between 1980 
and 1983). The directional I t.y of causation remains Ineffectiveness 

leading i to unTon Ism for both time periods, and this Increasing negative 

* < 

• ..•*' " 

correlation over time suggests that effectiveness, in unionized 
institutions does not seem to Improve after unionization. 

Another. way to investigate whether or not effectiveness Improves 
after unions are formed In Institutions Is-to analyze the mean 
ef feet I venes^ scores of three grtmps of- schools for each of the three • 
years: (1) the nonunlonlzed schools; (2) a group that had been 
unionized 2 or fewer years In 1976, 5 or fewer In 1980, and 8 or fewer 
In 1983 Cdeslgnated "new unions"); and (3) a group that tiad been 
unionized. 3 or more years In. 1976, 7 or more In 1980, and 10 or more In 
1983 (designated "old unions"). Figure 7 plots the mean scores for 
each group across, each of thd three years. // 



FIGURE 7 ABOUT HERE 



Overall effectiveness Increased substantially for nonunlonlzed 
Institutions between 1976 and 1980, but returned In 1983 to the 1976 
levels. The two unionized groups were equal and relatively stable In 
effectiveness In 1976 and 1980, but were lower and substantial I y 
different In 1983. Institutions with old faculty unions decreased In 
effectiveness relative to new union schools. In 1976 and 1980, 'schools 
with old unions were approximately equal In effectiveness to the newly„ 
unionized schools. But by 1983, effectiveness In old union ^cfhdpTs was 
substantially lower. Old union schools declined relative to the 
nonunlonlzed group In 1980, and then remained approximately the same 



FIGURE 7 A Comparison of the Overall Effectiveness of Institutions 
. . Without a Union,. with a New Union, and with an Old Union 

in/Three 01 fferent Years 




amount lower in 1983. 3 " 

This finding suggests that whereas the causal directionality is 
clearly ineffectiveness leading to unionism rather than the reverse, 
effectiveness does not increase as unions continue to'exlst on 
campuses, although it does not get much worse relative to nonunionized 
schools over time. 

Potent I a I Spur 1 QusDfi&S ■ ' 

One purpose of cross-lagged correlation analysis is to eliminate 
spuriousness as an explanation, that is, to determine if other 
variables than the ones being analyzed are thef true causal factors. In 
this study it is important to know if q third variable causes both 
unionism and ineffectiveness. If so, focusing on those two factors 
alone is misleading. Because the differentials are not statistically 
significant in this study, it is still possible that a third more 
powerful variabje accounts for the re 1 at ionsh ^between Jfconism and 
ineffectiveness. Birnbaum (1980, 1983b) suggested that env i ronmentaT 
changes cause both unionism and ineffectiveness, and therefore the 
directional ity being investigated here may be misleading. He stated: 

I would suggest that it is not ineffectiveness that 
leads to unionization, but rather the environmental 
changes (primarily increased state control ) that 
leads to powerlessness that causes unionization. 
It is this powerlessness that in turn causes both 
ineffectiveness and unionization (1983b). 

Fortunately a test of Birnbaum's proposition is possible wjth data 

collected from these institutions, fn 1976 ahd 1980 (but not in 1983) 

5 No sign if leant differences existed between the three groups in 1976, 
but non-unionized schools had significantly higher scores than both 
unionized groups in 1980 (p<.05) and the old union schools in 1983 
(p<.01). Significance was not reached in 1983 when comparing the means 
of the two unionized groups (p<.2). 
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respo0nts provided ratings of the extent to which the external 
envlronmept Has 1>ercelved as overcontrol I Jng, non-supportive, powerful , 
regulating, and hostile. That Is, they rated the relative degree of 
powerlessness of the Institution In relation to 1 Its external 
environment. A variable was constructed that measured the extent to " 
which the external environment fostered feelings of powerlessness as 
opposed to feel Ings of discretion and powerful nesa. Figure 8 
summarizes the results. " 



FIGURE 8 ABOUT HERE 



The directionality of causation In the, top ffgure suggests that a 
supportive environment (I.e., one that supports discretion and 
powerf ulnessT leads to orgajttiaflonal effectiveness. In the bottom two 
figures, however, the causal directionality is reversed. It suggests 
that unionism leads to perceptions of a non-supportive environment 
(I.e., one that fosters feelings of powerlessness). The conclusion 
that mufet be drawn, therefore, Is that the environment Is not the prior 
cause of both Ineffectiveness and unionization. Rather the 
hypothesized causal model that results from these analyses leads from a 
supportive environment to effectiveness to unionization to a 
non-supportive, control 1 1 ng environment. Blrnbaum f s proposition Ts 
thus not supported. 

T his Is not to suggdst, of course, that no other factors exist 
that cause both Ineffectiveness and unionism to occur. Spurlousness 
may, In fact, be present. On the other hand, the results reported here 
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Figure 8 Cross-lagged correlation analysis of the external 

environment (ENV) and effectiveness, years of unionism, 
and presence of a union, 1976 and 1980. 



*H1gh scores on this variable Indicate a supportive environment that fosters 
feelings of powerfulhess. Low scores Indicate a controlling environment that 
fosters feel ing Qf power! essness . 
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are strong enough to suggest that the ineffectiveness-unionism 
relationship has potential causal connections. 

V \ o • conclusions 

The major finding, of this- Investigation is that institutional 
Ineffectiveness appears to lead to the formation of unions and that, 
over time, unionism does not "have a positive influence on an 
institution's' effectiveness. Although this finding is new, it is not 
inconsistent with what might be expected by examining previous research 
on the factors that are associated with i ncrpasi ng organ izatlonal 
effectiveness and with the I iterature on motivations for unionization. 
For example, colleges and universities are comprised of at least two 
separate communities — the campus community and the disciplinary 
community (A I pert, 1983). The campus community entails teaching and 
organizational activities. College and urlfrerslty administrators 
largely control and govern that community. The disciplinary community 
entails scholarly contribution and -professional ism, and itJs 
controlled and governed mainly by professional associations and peer 
review. Faculty members are more prone to unionize In institutions 
where the disciplinary community is weak and where energies and 
loyalties are more closely associated with the campus community. In 
highly visible research universities, the disciplinary community is 
often so strong that it is possible for. faculty to feel very little 
involvement and loyalty iot the campus community, and to attach their 
loyalties to the profession. When the organizational effectiveness of* 
the campus community decreases or is threatened, collective action is a 
reasonable response in institutions without a strong disciplinary 



* community. That Is, when facility members must look to the campus 
community almost exclusively for rewards and recognition of their 
contributions, and when the effectiveness of that community is 
threatened, unionisation Is often the 'selected alternative for trying 
to preserve effectiveness. Unionization is less likely In Institutions 
where rewards and recognition are provided by external professional 
groups, and where loyalty to the campus community is mor6 limitedf 
(This helps explain why no institution that is a member of the 
AAU — major research un I vers! ties—are currently unionized.) Thu£, as - 
faculty perceive the Institution to be ineffective or decreasing in 
effectiveness, unionism may emerge as a way to consol idate efforts and 
mobilize collective influence to improve campus Effectiveness (see Staw 
& Szwajkowski, 1975; Child, 1972; Thompson, 1 $67) . Coalition formation 
in order to protect the campus community is a rational response (March 
& Simon, 1958). This is consistent with the conclusion that • 
ineffectiveness leads to unionism. 

The second part of the conclusion, that unionism does not 4 lead to 
improved effectiveness, is also consistent with earlier research on 
^unionism and effectiveness. That research found that unionized 
institutions exist in a less munificent external environment (i.e., 
fewer resources available), and that they have a lower ability to 
extract resources (including financial, academic, and symbolic 
resources) from those environments (Cameron, 1982). Both of these 
factors are associated with increasing effectiveness over time in 
colleges and universities (Cameron, 1983a). The formation of a union, 
which often leads to increased centralization and formalization within 
a school, Is" unl ikelx to be influential in affecting conditions in the 
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external environment or In improving Inst itut Ion-en vironment relations. 
Flexibility and adaptability, which generally are required to acquire 
external resources, suffer in unionized conditions. Institutional 
energy is focused mostly on internal concerns and bargaining 
relationships under unionized cond itions (Garbarino, 1975), so 
increased effectiveness is unlikely to occur. 

Under conditions of financial or enrol iment stress, when 
environmental turbulence is especial y acute, the most effective 
institutions are those who focus more on environmental relations than 
internal concerns. Proactivity takes precedence over reactivity in 
these schools, and institutions are flexible enough to take quick 
decisive action (see Chaffee, 1983; Whetten 1983; Cameron, 1983a). in 
% unionized institutions, these characteristics are less iikely to be 
present (see Baldridge, ef ai., 1981; Garbarino, 1975; Richardson 4 
Mortimer, • 1978), so having organizational effectiveness scores remain 
low is not a surprising outcome. IhSf is, while unions may form in an 
attempt to preserve the integrity of the institution, the dynamics of 
collective bargaining inhibit characteristics of high effectiveness 
from being achieved. - The dimensions of effectiveness comprising the 
academic domain, in particular, suffer as a result of the emphasis on 
trade union issues and adversarial relationships (Trow, 1975). 

o 

The general conclusion of this paper also helps explain one reason 
why some studies have cone I uded . that significant negative consequences 
of .unionism appear in institutions while other "ptudies have concluded 
that no such consequences appear. When comparilig nonunionized 
Institutions with those that are unFonized, significant differences 
have been demonstrated. However, one reason for, those differences may 
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be explained as the *roslor i of effectiveness In the Institution and the 
subsequent unionization of the faculty. On the other hand, once unions 
are present In Institutions, effectiveness does not change 
dramatically, but It continues to erode. Therefore, when comparing 
Institutional conditions before and after unionism, significant 
differences may not occur because of the small impact of unionism on 
Institutional functioning. When comparing unionized and nonunionlzed 
schools, however, significant differences do appear. This suggests 
that researchers should not only be conscious of the kinds of 
comparison groups used In studying the Impacts of unionism, but that 
the causal relationships between unionism and institutional 
effectiveness should be more careful ly: and more broadly studied* 
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